


















years.	 In	Asia,	many	university	students	 frequently	use	social	networking	sites	 (SNSs)	via	
their	smartphone.	There	has	also	been	some	studies	examining	problematic	social	media	
use,	but	 there	are	 few	Chinese	studies	concerning	FoMO.	This	may	be	partly	due	to	 the	
lack	of	standardized	measurement	tools	for	assessing	FoMO.	Therefore,	the	present	study	
psychometrically	validated	the	Chinese	version	of	the	Trait-State	Fear	of	Missing	Out	Scale	




Network	 Site	 Intensity	 Scale	 (SNSIS),	 and	 the	 International	 Positive	 and	 Negative	 Affect	
Scale	short-form	(I-PANAS-SF).		
Results:	Item	analysis	and	exploratory	factor	analysis	was	carried	out	on	the	T-SFoMOS-C.	
Confirmatory	 factor	analysis	 (χ2	 =	177.49,	df	=	50,	 p	 <	 .01;	 TLI	 =	 .959;	CFI	=	 .960;	 SRMR	
=	 .038;	 RMSEA	 =	 .050)	 and	 measurement	 invariance	 showed	 that	 the	 T-SFoMOS-C	 for	
university	 students	 had	 good	 construct	 validity	 among	 different	 groups.	 The	 internal	
consistency	 of	 the	 T-SFoMOS-C	 (.81),	 the	 test-retest	 reliability	 (.81),	 and	 the	 composite	
reliability	 of	 state-FoMO	and	 trait-FoMO	 (.76	 and	 .80)	were	 also	 good.	 The	 T-SFoMOS-C	
was	 significantly	 correlated	 with	 the	 SNSIS	 (.40)	 and	 the	 Negative	 Affect	 (NA)	 (.26),	
respectively.		
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Owned	a	smartphone	 Yes	 2017(100%)	 	 	
	 No	 0	 	 	
Age	 	 20.1±1.6	 	 	
Gender	 Male	 999	(49.5%)	 28.16±7.64	 .001	
	 Female	 1018(50.5%)	 29.30±7.06	 	
Students		 University	 1535(76.1%)	 29.18±7.10	 .001	
	 college	 482(23.9%)	 27.30±8.02	 	
Residential	status	 Urban	 807(40.0%)	 29.19±7.57	 .024	
	 Rural	 1210(60.0%)	 28.43±7.23	 	
Grade	 Freshman	 1035(51.3%)	 28.66±7.66	 .949	
	 Sophomore	 276(13.7%)	 28.67±7.23	 	
	 Junior	 136(6.7%)	 28.93±7.64	 	
	 Senior	 570(28.3%)	 28.85±6.85	 	
Family	structure	 Parents	 1086(89.5%)	 28.72±7.41	 .889	
	 A	Parent	 184(9.1%)	 28.91±7.01	 	
	 Other	 27(1.3%)	 28.22±7.46	 	











1	 2.32	 .98	 .46	 -.45	 .57	 .83	
2	 2.22	 .97	 .59	 -.22	 .58	 .83	
3	 2.52	 1.06	 .23	 -.89	 .62	 .83	
4	 2.20	 1.02	 .58	 -.49	 .64	 .82	
5	 2.79	 1.12	 -.04	 -1.14	 .60	 .83	
6	 2.74	 1.11	 .14	 -1.06	 .60	 .83	
7	 1.91	 .86	 .81	 .15	 .62	 .83	
8	 1.77	 .79	 1.04	 .97	 .63	 .82	
9	 2.38	 1.08	 .45	 -.78	 .61	 .83	
10	 2.62	 1.09	 .15	 -1.01	 .58	 .83	
11	 2.69	 1.05	 .10	 -.92	 .60	 .83	














































.662	 	 	 	
11	 It	is	important	that	I	understand	the	
Internet-slang	my	friends	use	
.648	 	 	 	
	 Eigenvalues	 4.392	 	 Eigenvalues	 1.729	







Model	 χ2	 df	 TLI	 CFI	 AIC	 BIC	 SRMR	 RMSEA(90%	CI)	
Two	factors	CFA	(n=1008)	 198.507	 50	 .954	 .965	 30357.278	 30553.907	 .039	 .054(.046,	.062)	
Total	sample	(n=2017)	 300.802	 50	 .947	 .960	 60361.275	 60585.650	 .038	 .050(.045,	.055)	
Male	(n=999)	 256.834	 50	 .935	 .951	 31062.984	 31259.254	 .044	 .064(.057,	.072)	
Female	(n=1018)	 177.489	 50	 .959	 .969	 29903.238	 30100.261	 .038	 .050(.042,	.058)	
College	(n=482)	 154.015	 50	 .940	 .955	 14540.460	 14707.577	 .041	 .066(.054,	.078)	





Model	 χ2	 df	 TLI	 CFI	 ∆TLI	 ∆CFI	 BIC	 SRMR	 RMSEA(90%	CI)	
Gender	configural	invariance	(n=2017)	 354.304	 100	 .953	 .964	 ----	 ----	 61414.971	 .041	 .050(.045,	.056)	
Gender	weak	invariance	(n=2017)	 354.304	 100	 .953	 .964	 .000	 .000	 61414.971	 .041	 .050(.045,	.056)	
Gender	strong	invariance	(n=2017)	 363.280	 102	 .952	 .963	 .001	 .001	 61409.377	 .048	 .050(.045,	.056)	
Gender	Error	variance	Invariance	
(n=2017)	
422.208	 114	 .950	 .956	 .002	 .007	 61391.075	 .053	 .052(.047,	.057)	
Education	background	configural	
Invariance	(n=2017)	
342.893	 100	 .952	 .964	 ----	 ----	 61511.030	 .041	 .049(.043,	.055)	
Education	background	weak	Invariance	
(n=2017)	
342.893	 100	 .952	 .964	 .000	 .000	 61511.030	 .041	 .049(.043,	.055)	
Education	background	strong	
Invariance	(n=2017)	
348.637	 102	 .952	 .963	 .000	 .001	 61501.785	 .043	 .049(.043,	.055)	
Education	background	error	variance	
Invariance	(n=2017)	









Factor	 T-SFoMOS-C	 SNSIS	 NA	 PA	
Trait-FoMO	 .80a	 .20a	 .29a	 .03	
State-FoMO	 .87a	 .45a	 .16a	 .07b	
T-SFoMOS-C	 1.0	 .40a	 .26a	 .03	
Note:	SNSIS:	Social	Network	Site	Intensity	Scale.	NA:	negative	affect.	PA:	positive	affect.	a	The	correlation	coefficients	
between	T-SFoMOS-C	subscales	and	other	(SNSIS	and	NA)	scales	were	all	statistically	significant	at	the	p<.001	level.	b	
The	correlation	coefficients	between	State-FoMO	and	PA	was	statistically	significant	at	the	p<.05	level	
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Figure.1		T-SFoMOS-C	of	the	12	items	and	two-dimensional	model	
